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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-5 and 7-35 have been presented for examination. 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-5 and 7-35 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Drawings 

3. The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a). The drawings must show every 
feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the following must be shown or the 
feature(s) canceled from the claim(s). 

a. detecting the presence of a memory manager and allocating memory for a floppy 
image allocated by a memory manager before code other than the pre-boot code allocates 
memory using the memory manager [claim 8]. 

b. reading pre-boot code from the file into a contiguous region of random access 
memory [claim 9]. 

c. reading pre-boot code from the file directly for execution, sector by sector, using 
the redirected I/O to read the file as the alternate source [claim 11]. 

d. redirecting floppy I/O to read pre-boot code from at least two non-contiguous 
regions in the random access memory [claims 12 and 19]. 

e. using the default boot.ini entry to identify non-standard pre-boot code to load 
[claims 16 and 21]. 

f identifying sectors of the file that contains the pre-boot code [claim 24]. 

g. allocating a new region of extended memory using an extended memory manager 

[claim 25]. 



Application/Control Number: 09/788,191 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2115 

No new matter should be entered. 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1 . 121(d) are required in reply to 
the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing 
sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, 
even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure number of an amended drawing 
should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate figure 
must be removed from the replacement sheet, and where necessary, the remaining figures must 
be renumbered and appropriate changes made to the brief description of the several views of the 
drawings for consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the 
renumbering of the remaining figures. The replacement sheet(s) should be labeled "Replacement 
Sheef in the page header (as per 37 CFR 1 .84(c)) so as not to obstruct any portion of the 
drawing figures. If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified 
and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to the 
drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claim 1 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: It is first unclear how the 
file is read directly for execution during the retrieving step. It is explicitly stated in claim 1 that 
the retrieving step loads the image from the file into RAM. Execution does not occur until after 
an I/O redirection to redirect floppy I/O to read from RAM and execute pre-boot code from 
RAM. Since execution does not occur until after the I/O redirection, it is unclear how the system 
reads the pre-boot code from the file directly for execution. Secondly, claim 1 specifies the 
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RAM as being the alternate source and is therefore unclear how the file is also being interpreted 
as the same alternate source. For examination purposes claim 1 1 has been interpreted as follows: 
The method of claim 1, wherein the retrieving step comprises reading pre-boot code from 
the file sector by sector, and wherein the reading step uses redirected I/O to read the file from the 
alternate source. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 112 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claim 16 recites the limitation "the default boot.ini entry," There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this hmitation in the claim. For examination purposes, the above has been 
interpreted as "a default boot.ini entry." 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 1,7, 17 and 27-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Chapman "The Linux Bootdisk HOWTO" in view of Stuckelberg et al^ [Stu] "Linux Remote- 
Boot mini-HOWTO:" 

9. Referring to claim 1, Chapman explicitly teaches: 
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h. retrieving an image from a file on the computer into RAM, the image containing 
the pre-boot code [page 3 section 2. 1 and pages 5-6 section 2.4]. 

i. emulating a peripheral storage device of the computer and returning data from an 
alternate source instead of from the peripheral storage device [page 6]. 

j. reading at least a first sector of pre-boot code from the emulated peripheral 
storage device, and executing it, thereby passing control of the computer to the pre-boot 
code first sector [page 3 steps 5 and 6]. 

Although it can be argued that returning data from an alternate emulated source (i.e. the 
Ramdisk) rather than an original source (i.e. the floppy drive) can be interpreted as redirecting 
the I/O from the floppy drive to the Ramdisk, Chapman does not explicitly come out and 
explicitly say that the I/O is redirected. Stu explicitly teaches that when loading a floppy image 
into a Ramdisk, the I/O is redirected to use the floppy image in the Ramdisk rather than from the ^ 
floppy drive [page 42]. Because Stu teaches that loading a floppy image onto Ramdisk requires 
redirection of the I/O and because Chapman also loads a floppy image onto Ramdisk, it is 
obvious that the I/O in Chapman would be redirected as well in order to retrieve data from the 
Ramdisk rather than from the floppy drive. 

10. Referring to claim 7, Chapman and Stu explicitly teach loading a floppy image into 
extended memory. 

1 1 . Referring to claim 17, this is rejected on the same basis as set forth hereinabove. 
Chapman and Stu teach the method and therefore teach the system performing the method. In 



^ As cited in the previous Office Action. 
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addition, Chapman teaches that the disk can also be applied to hard disks rather than floppy disks 
[page 3 section 2.1]. 

12. Referring to claim 27, because the Chapman-Stu system loads pre-boot code onto the 
Ramdisk and executes the pre-boot code from the Ramdisk, the system is booted using only the 
RAM and therefore does not require using a boot floppy disk or a DOS hard disk partition. 

13. Referring to claim 28, this is rejected on the same basis as set forth hereinabove. 
Chapman and Stu teach the method and therefore teach the system performing the method. 

14. Referring to claim 29, it is obvious that the Chapman-Stu system first obtains the pre- 
boot code then passes control to the operating system in order to boot the computer. During a 
system boot, pre-boot code such as BOOT. INI is used to select which operating system to load. 
Once the correct operating system is loaded, that operating system can perform what is 
commonly referred to in the art as bootstrapping to complete the booting of the system. 

15. Referring to claims 30-32, these are rejected on the same basis as set forth hereinabove. 
Chapman and Stu teach the method and therefore teach the computer program performing the 
method. 

16. Claims 2 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chapman 
and Stu as applied to claims 1,7, 17 and 27-32 above, and further in view of opiate "how to 
make a Dos boot disk using win 95 ???" 

17. Referring to claims 2 and 3, although Chapman and Stu teach loading a floppy image into 
a Ramdisk for booting a system, it is not explicitly taught that the image would cause the system 
to load a different operating system, that different operating system being a DOS operating 
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system, opiate teaches that a boot disk can be used to load DOS rather than Win 95. Because 
opiate teaches that a boot disk can cause a system to load a different operating system, it is 
obvious that the floppy image loaded into the Ramdisk in the Chapman-Stu system can cause a 
different operating system to load because the image loaded into the Ramdisk is from a boot 
disk. 

18. Claims 8 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Chapman and Stu as applied to claims 1,7, 17 and 27-32 above, and further in view of Pete 
"Ram Disk?" 

19. Referring to claim 8, although Chapman and Stu teach loading a floppy image into 
memory, it is not explicitly taught that image is loaded into memory allocated by the memory 
manager before code other than the pre-boot code allocates memory using the memory manager. 
Pete explicitly teaches that a Ramdisk requires a call to a memory manager for allocating space 
in memory for the Ramdisk to use [page 2], It is obvious that the Chapman-Stu system would 
also call a memory manager so that memory could be allocated for the Ramdisk in the Chapman- 
Stu system. Because the floppy image is loaded onto the Ramdisk and because the Ramdisk is 
created within the memory allocated by the memory manager, it is obvious that the floppy image 
is loaded into the memory allocated by the memory manager. In addition, because the floppy 
image comprises pre-boot code, it is obvious that this allocation is performed before code other 
than pre-boot code allocates memory using the memory manager like for example the operating 
system because the pre-boot code is loaded before the operating system. 
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20. Referring to claim 25, this is rejected on the same basis as set forth hereinabove. 
Chapman, Stu and Pete teach the method and therefore teach the system performing the method. 
In addition, Pete teaches that the call can be made to an extended memory manager to allocate 
space within extended memory [page 2]. 

21. Claims 9, 10 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Chapman and Stu as applied to claims 1,7, 17 and 27-32 above, and further in view of Bigby 
"Increased memory and caching... Ramdisk the answer?" 

22. Referring to claims 9 and 10, although Chapman and Stu teach loading pre-boot code into 
RAM, it is not explicitly taught that the pre-boot code is loaded into and read from a contiguous 
region of RAM. Bigby explicitly teaches that "Ramdisk memory is contiguous" [page 1]. 
Therefore, because the Chapman-Stu system loads and reads pre-boot code to and from RAM on 
the Ramdisk, it is obvious that they are loaded and read to and from a contiguous region of the 
RAM since Ramdisks memory is contiguous. The contiguous region of RAM is interpreted also 
as at least one region of RAM. 

23. Referring to claim 18, this is rejected on the same basis as set forth hereinabove. 
Chapman, Stu and Bigby teach the method and therefore teach the system performing the 
method. 

24. Claims 1 1-12, 19 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Chapman, Stu as applied to claims 1,7, 17 and 27-32 above, and further in view of Porkka "Boot 
disk optimizier?" 



Application/Control Number: 09/788,191 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2115 

25. Referring to claims 1 1 and 12, although Chapman and Stu teach reading pre-boot code 
from a floppy, it is not expHcitly taught that the disk is read sector by sector wherein at least two 
sectors are not contiguous on disk. Porkka teaches that boot disks can be fragmented. This 
fragmentation would cause the sectors to be noncontiguous. Because the Chapman-Stu system 
loads a boot disk into the Ramdisk, it is obvious that the boot disk could be fragmented as taught 
by Porkka. Because the data is read from and written into memory in blocks (blocks are 
interpreted as sectors), it is obvious that disk would be read sector by sector. 

26. Referring to claim 19, this is rejected on the same basis as set forth hereinabove. 
Chapman, Stu and Porkka teach the method and therefore teach the system performing the 
method. It is well known in the art that fragmentation also occurs in RAM. 

27. Referring to claim 24, it is obvious that the Chapman, Stu, Porkka system comprise a data 
structure that identifies sectors of the file that contain pre-boot code because the pre-boot code 
data can be in noncontiguous locations on the disk as explained above and thus would require a 
data structure for identifying where on the fragmented disk the different portions of pre-boot 
code are located so that they can be retrieved. 

28. Claims 13, 21 and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Chapman, Stu and opiate as applied to claims 1-3,7, 17 and 27-32 above, and further in view of 
Mary^. 

29. Referring to claim 13, although the Chapman-Stu-opiate system teaches booting from a 
second operating system, it is not explicit that a default item in a boot.ini file is set. Mary 



^ As cited in the previous office action. 
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teaches setting a default item in a boot.ini file in order to enable dual-boot capabilities in a 
computer system. Because the Chapman-Stu-opiate system has dual boot capabilities, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that the Chapman-Stu-opiate system would 
set a default item in a boot.ini file because it would allow the system to function with dual-boot 
capabilities. 

30. Referring to claims 21 and 33, these are rejected on the same basis as set forth 
hereinabove. Chapman, Stu, opiate and Mary teach the method and therefore teach the system 
and computer program performing the method. 

31. Claim 14-15, 22-23 and 34-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Chapman, Stu and opiate as applied to claims 1-3, 7, 17 and 27-32 above, and further in 
view of Dalton et aP [Dalton]. 

32. Referring to claim 14, although the Chapman-Stu-opiate system teaches booting from 
different operating systems. Chapman, Stu nor opiate expHcitly teach a boot.ini file. Dalton 
explicitly teaches that computers comprise a boot.ini file, which is used to boot a computer 
system and which also contains information on the names and locations of different bootable 

■ operating systems [page 124]. It would have been obvious to include the teachings of Dalton in 
the Chapman-Stu-opiate system wherein that each operating system to load would have a 
corresponding file associated with loading that particular operating system and it is further 
obvious that the name which corresponds to the NT boot record to load would be changed to 
specify which operating system is to be loaded. 



^ As cited by the applicant. 
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33. Referring to claim 15, although the Chapman-Stu-opiate system teaches booting from 
different operating systems, Chapman, Stu nor opiate explicitly teach substituting other pre-boot 
code for standard loader code. Dalton teaches that in a dual boot system, if an operating system 
which is not the default operating system is loaded then BOOTSECT.DOS is loaded rather than 
NTDETECT.com [pages 124-125]. BOOTSECT.DOS is interpreted as other pre-boot code. 

34. Referring to claims 22-23 and 34-35, these are rejected on the same basis as set forth 
hereinabove. Stu, Matthews and Dalton teach the method and therefore teach the system and 
computer program performing the method. 

35. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chapman, Stu as 
applied to claims 1,7, 17 and 27-32 above, and further in view of Smallen "booting NT off 
floppy (bootloader on floppy, NT on scsi id 3)." 

36. Referring to claim 16, although Chapman and Stu teach loading non-standard pre-boot 
code into memory, it is not explicitly taught that the BOOT. INI identifies the non-standard pre- 
boot code, Smallen explicitly teaches that the BOOT.INl can identify and boot an alternate 
operating system rather than the default operating system [pages 1-2]. The code to load the 
alternate operating system is interpreted as non-standard pre-boot code. It would have been 
obvious to include the teachings of Smallen into the Chapman-Stu system because it provides a 
means to load an alternate operating system which is not installed on a hard disk. 
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37. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chapman, Stu as 
applied to claims 1,7, 17 and 27-32 above, and further in view of Woodhull "DOS-based RAM 
disk Minix. . . or such a thing?" 

38. Referring to claim 20, although Chapman and Stu teach loading pre-boot code and 
redirecting floppy I/O, it is not explicitly taught that this is done without requiring a booted file 
system and a booted operating system. Woodhull teaches installing the file system onto the 
Ramdisk during boot time. It would have been obvious to install the file system onto the 
Ramdisk in the Chapman-Stu system because the Ramdisk operates very quickly and would be 
able to run the file system very quickly as well. It should be apparent that the file system cannot 
be loaded into the Ramdisk until the Ramdisk is set up. Therefore obvious that the Ramdisk is 
set up without a loaded or booted file system. The loading and redirecting steps are interpreted 
as setting up the Ramdisk. In addition, setting up the Ramdisk also occurs before the operating 
system is booted as explained above and therefore also does not require a booted operating 
system. 

39. Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chapman, Stu as 
applied to claims 1,7, 17 and 27-32 above, and further in view of Stevens US Pat No 5724550. 

40. Referring to claim 26, although Chapman and Stu teach loading pre-boot code into 
memory (i.e.'Ramdisk), it is not explicitly taught that the pre-boot code is cached. Stevens 
teaches caching frequently used portions of BIOS code [col. 2 lines 38-41]. Because BIOS code 
comprises code for initializing and booting a system, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the Chapman-Stu system to load portions of frequently used 
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BIOS code into a cache memory because cache memories are even faster than main memory and 
would therefore further increase the performance of the Chapman-Stu system. 



41 . Claims 4 and 5 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would 
be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim 
and any intervening claims. 



42. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mark Connolly whose telephone number is (571) 272-3666. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8AM-5PM (except every first Friday). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thomas C Lee can be reached on (571) 272-3667. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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